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REMARKS 

In the Official Action mailed 2 1 October 2004, the Examiner reviewed clain^. I }4. The 
Examiner rejected claims 1-44. The Examiner rejected claims 1-21 under 35 U.S.C. ^MO! ; 
rejected claims 22, 27, 3 1 , 35 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(e); rejected claim 23 undr r } 5 U.S.C. 
§103(a): rejected claims 24 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a); rejected claims 26, 28-30 > ^34 and 
38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a); rejected claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): ii-jecied 
claim 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a); appears to be rejecting claim 42 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a); 
appears to be rejecting claim 44 under U.S.C §]03(a); rejected claims 40 and 41 und( i 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a); and rejected claim 43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Applicant' has added new claim 45, amended claim 22, and canceled claims J ' 1 and 23. 
Claims 22 and 24-45 remain pending. 

Reiection of Claims 1-21 under 35 U.S.C. §101 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as claiming the same invention iis that of 
claims 1-20 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,216,158. 

Claims 1-21 are canceled. 

Accordingly, tlie rejection of claims 1-21 is moot 

Reiection of Claims 22, 27, 31. 35 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. S102(c) 

Claims 22, 27, 3 L 35 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being unpatentable 
over Ortony, U.S. Patent No. 6,038,595. 

Claim 22 is amended to include tiie limitations of now canceled dependent cl liin 23: 
''wherein the protocol includes an exchange in which the console 

application notifies a particular service in the group of services which will act is 

an application host, of a set of services to be invoked" 

Because the Examiner rejected claim 23 as being unpatentable over Ortony in icw of 
Blumenau ct al., U.S. Patent No. 6,438,595, and claim 22 is amended to include die limilalions 
of now canceled claim 23, applicants discuss here tlie Ortony and Blumenau referent s 

The Examiner noted that Ortony does not disclose "an exchange in which tb^ •..cnsolc 
application notifies a particular scr\dce in the group of services which will act as an ^(implication 
host, of a set of services to be invoked". The Examiner then relied on Blumenau to 'li>;close the 
quoted limitation. 
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The Examiner is mistaken because Blumenau fails to disclose the quoted limilirion. In 
Blumenau, the console application does not notify "a particular service in the group <.l ^'ei vices 
which will act as an application host." In contrast with the quoted claim language, ih^- niu-ne 
server of Blumenau does not act as an application host. The Examiner argues ''tlic name server 
is comparable to an application host as it manages the ports by which the computers iti the 
network can access the other services." However, as the Examiner's own argument ii):iii:ates, 
the name server itself is not an "application host." Instead, the name server reports u inporary 
addresses of ports. To provide an analogy, by reporting port addresses, the name ser :x 'acts" as 
any of the services reachable at those port addresses, no more than a telephone operah i reporting 
a telephone number of a hospital ''acts" as a doctor. 

Even assuming arguendo that the name server of Blumenau "acts" as an applit :iiion host, 
Blumenau fails to teach a particular service in a "group of services" as claimed, Exai v^plcs of 
sciviccs that might be in a "group of services" arc mentioned in dependent claims as l ollows: a 
slide presentation program, an email client program, a calendar program, a user interl ud e: 
program for a networked appliance, a print service, a fax service, an internet browsci .wa \ ice, a 
language and/or speech translation service, and a conference room reservation functi. n Instead 
of notifying a particular service in the "group of services" as claimed, Blumenau is abd it 
connecting a host to storage. Bliunenau does not discuss a "group of services" as ckuiik d; 
Blumenau only discusses one service, namely that of connecting to storage. 

Accordingly, the combination of Ortony and Blumenau et al. does not include 
limitations in claim 22 as amended, and therefore does not satisfy the basic requirem-. tit for a 
prima facie case of obviousness. 

Claims 27, 31, 35 and 37 depend from claim 22 as amended, and arc allowahl*; tor at 
least the same reasons. 

Therefore, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 22, 27, 31, 35, arid 37 is resi- v tfully 
requested. 

Rejection of Claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. S103ra) 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Ortt ii> in view 
of Blumenau et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,438,595. 

Claim 23 is canceled. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 23 is moot. 
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Rciection of Claims 24 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. mm 

Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable • i . cr 
Orlony, in view of Orenshtcyn, U.S. Patent No. 5,889,942. 

Claims 24 and 25 depend from claim 22 as amended. 

The rejection does not satisfy the basic requirement for a prima facie case of 
obviousness, because the combination of Ortony and Orenshteyn fails to disclose ihc f<;llo\ving 
language of claim 22 as amended: 

"wherein the protocol includes an exchange in which the console 

application notifies a particular service in the group of services which will act is 

an application host, of a set of services to be invoked" 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claims 24 and 25 is rcspectfulh 
requested. , 

Rejection of Claims 26. 28-30. 32-34 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. ^ 103(a) 

Claims 26, 28-30, 32-34 and 38 are rejected ujider 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as beinjj 
unpatentable over Ortony and Orenshteyn, in further view of an Official Notice. 

Claims 26, 28-30, 32-34 and 38 depend from claim 22 as amended. 

The rejection docs not satisfy the basic requirement for a prima facie case oi 
obviousness, because the combination of Ortony and Orenshteyn fails to disclose the fcllowing 
language of claim 22 as amended: 

"wherein the protocol includes an exchange in which the console 

applicadon notifies a particular service in the group of services which will acl .v:^ 

an application host, of a set of services to be invoked'' 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claims 26, 28-30, 32-34 and )S is 
respectfully requested. 

Reiection of Claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. S103(a) 

Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Ort-. ay and 
Orenshteyn, in further view of Whitehead, et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,085,030, 

Claim 36 depends from claim 22 as amended. 
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The rejection does not satisfy the basic requirement for a prima facie case of 
obviousness, because the combination of Ortony and Orenshteyn fails to disclose the tollowins 
language of claim 22 as amended: 

"wherein the protocol includes an exchange in which the console 

application noti fies a particular service in the group of services which will act :is 

an application host, of a set of services lo be invoked" 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 36 is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claim 39 under 35 U.S.C, SlOSfa) 

Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Fro;- i 1 cl al., 
U.S. Patent No. 5,909,545 ['Trese"], in view of Ortony. 

Claim 39 includes the limitation of a "portable computing platform." 

The Examiner notes that Frese does not disclose a "portable" computing plati : =i m. 
Ortony also fails to disclose a "portable" computing platform. Consequently, the rcjc tion docs 
not satisfy the basic requirement for a prima facie case of obviousness. 

The "portable" nature of the computing platform is advantageous because it \: - 1 i niiy the 
invention as claimed to be used in a mobile context. For example, the location of the user can 
change, as discussed in page 4 of the application. The ''portable" limitation is signili-- .nit 
because the size of a computing platform is strongly correlated with its processing abilities. For 
example, a mainframe computing platform tends to have more processing resources tbaa a 
desktop computing platform, and a desktop computing platform tends to have more pHn cssing 
resources than a "portable" computing platform. In the context of the claim languagt . the 
"portable" limitation is particularly significant because the ''portable computing platir.irn" 
sidesteps its relatively limited processing resources by controlling an "application" tl-rit rxecutes 
on another "processor " rather than controlling an application wliich executes on the portable 
computing platform" itself. Precisely because a "portable" computing platfomi has historically 
suffered from weakly powered processing resources compared to larger desktop and ii 'ainframc 
computing platforms, die invention as claimed in claim 39 witli a "portable" computing platform 
is novel and nonobvious. 

To emphasize the signitlcancc of the ''portable" limitation, an additional depondi:nt claim 
is added herein, specifying that the "portable computing platfonn" is a "palm sized" 
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Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 39 as amended is respc* I ful ly 
requested. 

Apparent Rejection of Claim 42 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Although it is not clear from tiie Office Action, it appears that die Examiner i*; t ejecting 
claim 42 in the same manner as claim 39. 

Claim 42 depends from claim 39, which includes die limitation of a "portable computing 
platform." 

The Examiner notes that Frcse does not disclose a "portable" computing platfi un. 
Ortony also fails to disclose a "portable" computing plalfonn. The rejection does noi .^aiisfy the 
basic requirement f^or sl prima facie case of obviousness, because tlie combination oi I u":"^e and 
Ortony fails to disclose a "portable" computing platform. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 42 is respectfully requc Ac :\. 

Apparent Rejection of Claim 44 under 35 U.S.C> §lQ3(a) 

Although it is not clear from the Office Action, it appears that the Examiner i rejecting 
claim 44 in the same manner as claim 39. 

Claim 44 depends from claijn 39, which includes the limitation of a "portable. ^ imputing 
platform." 

The rejection does not satisfy the basic requirement for a prima fade case of 
obviousness, because the combination of Frcsc and Ortony fails to disclose a "portabi : * 
computing platfonn. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 44 is respectfully requi: . ted. 

Rejection of Claims 40 and 41 under 35 U.S.C. m3('d) 

Claims 40 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable ■ ujr Krese 
and Ortony, in further view of Myers et al., "Collaboration Using Multiple PDAs coj'iic-cted to a 
PC" TMyers"!. 

Claims 40 and 41 depend from claim 39. 

Fresc fails to disclose establishing a communication link with a "portable coiiipu.ling 
platfonn" and transferring a control program to die "portable computing platform.'' I. here would 
be no motivation to add a "portable computing platform" such as the PalmPilot in M ch;, 
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because Frese specifies that the device which receives the control program, and eslalii'-ljes a 
communication link vnih an application, is implemented by a device that is beyond ll . . 
capabilities of the PalmPilot described by Myers. In particular, Frese explains at coli;!rin 7, lines 
1-16 thai the device implements an operating system such as DOS, DOS with Windo • 
Windows 95, Unix, ()S/2. or an Apple operating system, and even runs a browser pr*., iii :im. In 
contrast with tJie device of Frese, Myers describes on page 3 the PalmPilot's "limitati- ' as 
having "a fairly slow processor" and on page 6 explains that the PalmPilot application :v?mpares 
unfavorably to a desktop computer^ being limited to emulating only the regular mo us* .:ind 
keyboard of a desktop computer which runs an operating system such as DOS, etc. 1 bn<\ the 
PalmPilot of Myers which is described as being limited to emulating keystrokes and n mouse, 
and unable to run a full fledged desktop operating system and browser program, couM wA be 
combined with the data system of Frese to supply the "portable computing platform' J oissing 
from Frese. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claims 40 and 41 as amended i s 
respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claim 43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Frcs md 
Ortony. in further view of Whitehead. 

Claim 43 depends from claim 39, which includes the limitation of a "portable ^.c inputing 
platform." 

The rejection does not satisfy the basic requirement for 2i prima facie case oC 
obviousness, because the combination of Frese, Ortony, and Whitehead fails to discli e :i 
"portable" computing platform. 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 43 is respectfully rcquc ^icd. 



It is respectfully submitted thai this application is now in condition for allowaoctr. and 
such action is requested. 



CONCLUSION 
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The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fee determined to be dii : in 
connection with this communication, or credit any overpayment, to our Deposit Acc*. unl No. 50- 



HAYNES BEFFEL & WOLFBLD LLP 
P.O. Box 366 

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 
(650) 71 2-0340 phone ■ 
(650) 712-0263 fax 



0869 (3COM 2257-2). 



Respectfully submitted, 





Kenta Si&^e, Reg. No. 45,145 
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